Bureau of Lana Management . . RECE IVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. - | o JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : BLM PRINEVILLE g
. _ DISTRICT

- RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
* Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident [ would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. -

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management,
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restrlcted like historic range to a concept of trymg to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. B
- ¢. The concept of recreatmg vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d, Current range is the most compatible and ccfnswtent with other current land-use
activities like agnculture multiple use and recreatlon
* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
‘prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
# - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘thi reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
~ project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

i

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support. :

- a. [ do not support the B L M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertamtxes of the

‘past.
~ -b. How do I know if hxstorlc range is the best ch01ce when it’s never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to 1mplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. |

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print hame@k] UJJ J ]<w Lm
Address. City, Zip: P G2 ex 2 Y Y CANSOLMﬂ/Nf’ 04/ /&/ PX 726y
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. RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management

.ATT: Teal Purrington ' : - JANI4 2004
3050 NE 3" St, . o ) . BLM PRINEVM_LE & 45(}
Prineville, Oregon 97754 o | bisTricT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’, The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Hlstonc Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. :

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn trestrxcted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the pash '
- c. The concept of recreatlng vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the mos& compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agrlculturc, multiple use and ecreation. : '
* e. Current range works the best with our curre t and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creatmg a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concermns.
# -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land Within’this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
- project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
redason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a: [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
. -b. How do [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to Jmplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain,

- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with.multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. :

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: D Fb bm ‘)V(/A/\ .

Address. City, Zip:__ 17 ﬂ%m{‘ 144 meg%mas J/ /L ‘E/ W ‘77/’//
| Signed: /)J M/\ L Date: 1 L —33—0 Z




| RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington ‘ - JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3" St. | BLM PRINEVILLE

Prineville, Oregon 97754 | " DISTFH
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft: ’ T

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trymg to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

# -g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
_project area. The land within this reclamatlon area is mostly privately owned. ‘This
project area is meant for himan deve]opment and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the -
past.

. =b. How do [ know if hlStOI‘lC range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to 1mplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be _)ustlﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with mult1ple use. and de-
- emphasizes agrlcultural use.

|

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
’ ‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: V\i;c/t\qe \ Lo Q‘:; (‘0{ _
Address. City, Zip: S‘? LYo C /,,/_Wu/ﬁ Lf
Signed: C - Date: fL~25 "9




'RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington ' . JAN14 2004
3050 NE 3¢ St. : ~ )
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft,
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [tis the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that ~
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

¢ - g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within 'thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommoiates people and their actions the best. It~
works better under change, the types of cha‘ ges that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

. - b. Howdo I know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢, Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e.” Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with mulﬁple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vggetatlon Management'.

Print name: : /9/19[(4 [om) e | '
Address. City, Zip: /zg L S M)W]Lq recs s loop
Signed: dn,,ég ,%,W | Date:__/2 /23 /3




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington ' - JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3™ St. ‘ ‘ BL
Prineville, Oregon 97754 “g;;ﬁr'gggus 455

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
. Public Comment Process '

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’, The |preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over *Historic Range’
for several reasons. -

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large, .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
# -g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
' project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason 1 support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-Treate the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. : !
. - b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it's never been used before?

- ¢. Historic rangé will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. :

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: C/ﬂ/} S /’7/9/" d /\
Address. City, Zip: /50 S~ Liisr 5‘/ /Z—c ol Cor (/7 ?J/C"
| Signed: C@\ 7//&.4(4 ' Date: [2~& "Dj




_, | - RECEIVED.
Bureau of Land Management

. ATT: Teal Purrington ' ' - JAN 14 2004 |
" 3050 NE 3% St. :

oV N : : BLM PRINEVILLE -
Prineville, Oregon 97754 .‘  DISTRIGT @
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. |

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. ! :

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management,

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to rccreate the
uncertainties of the past.

-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that ex1sted 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

. *e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and dlversmed ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '

7 -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

1

2. Historic range vegetation mamagement is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.1..M..’s efforts to re- create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

. -b. How do I know 1fh1storxc range is the best hoice when it's never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. | ’
_-d. Those greater expenses carnmot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain. .
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
' ‘Current Renge Vegetation Management'.

@

Print name: V/ j)(/( [ ,/UJOL)O
Address. City, Zip: j ﬂ7 OS S(/U 2}’(/)/1 { N B {L
? Signed: llg% </1’1’7/\/ Date; | 7’/ ) ) 03




. RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St. JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754
BLN:JI"QNEV!LLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ' et @
Public Comment Process ‘ .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. :

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach becauge of it’s built in flexibility. :

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. '

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation um.ertamtles of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic 1ange is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more e‘cpenswe to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be Justlhe by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has Euﬂt -in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agucultural use. :

- Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.

~ Print name: ’!Tpml _ ‘O(\(‘Lr\.c N s | |
Address, City, Zip:_ 2SR [\3\.{3 ohnedl ‘ H’LDH ?ﬂ/ﬂ@ ,\ﬂv.HQ, DK_ QT—[@
Signed: dmmﬁ (% W nge: -1 -0




RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington | JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3" St. '

Prineville, Oregon 97754 - ‘ BL“:‘);’SHT’QE\#LLEQ
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft, -

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as suppoﬂ'ive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- - b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
- uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. :

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- . Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be Justlhed by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has bu11t-1n conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to sunn‘ort;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.
N

Print name: =) OI\,"’C\/q M Oé[dxﬁ
Address, City. Zip: D ) S4 h?t(ﬁ,)% da Ave B 2V,8) 9 77 OD\
Signed: vz/ﬁ/fm/{ (o ' Date: ) 9//)/ >




Bureau of Land Management , : HECE ' VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington :
3050 NE 3% St, | JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 : BLM PRINE ‘
d , V
| DisTRICT HE g '
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. :

Public Comment Process

' |
As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

" 1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b, Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the bes‘f with our current and future Vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M... is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
‘works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: \} 5’4 h /’( ZJ%%&")’"AOS&
Address, City, Zip: 745_5/‘4;,/‘69%// ‘ﬁmem'/ﬁ’l,/f g6

Signed: M/%/M i Dale 1—2// /




Bureau of Land Management . H RECE I VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington :
3050 NE 3 St. ~ AN T 4 5004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 - BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT q;;z,iéﬁ
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - _—
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident [ would like to be on record as supportive of ‘ Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called Hrstorrc Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’

for several reasons. ,

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restrlcted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’{| very beneficial to the community at large. '

~ d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like aorrcultﬁre multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that .
prioritizes our cunen} needs and vegetative concerns.

-g. The B.L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally desrgnated reclamation
project area. The laxrd within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. 1do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢.- Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses (.annot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: zez ﬁgd\o 7;4, .
Address. City, Zip:____%f 75 S g (pse L 777 5

Signed: @VZ L_ﬁ @,,71,4,9\ " Dare: [ 2pp. 2903




Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE.3" St, - R JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 . BLMPRINEVILLE

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. '
- Public Comrnent Process ' ‘

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of 'vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best appxoach because of it’s built in flexibility. :

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trymg to recreate the
. uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, mulitiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. 'Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

_:g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation unceftainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law. enforcement will
be necessary. ,

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

 emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

* Print name: %V&\’(P D L\}e,ﬁ,‘}'l/) ey Ml
Address. City. Zips_JA S| SE T2 Shyfe o 4 P\/\\\ﬁ&\/\( \\( Q Qﬁ%@n ?775(/

Signed: M D W&D /o Date r)\aH—\OJ;




Bureau of Land Management L

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE.3" St, JAN 1.4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE -
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process |

Asa conc.erned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I'support ‘Current Range’ over “Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1. Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative cond1t10ns

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
‘reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

--c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary,

= d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’,

Print name: Q&m@kﬂ S @(‘ft«)x\* -
Address, City, Zip:_&\ b6 L Shn &:!:9 Q\m\omtb 2 Q??M

"Slgned M\QJL‘Q 2. D{\w 1 Date: ;a/u /




Bureau of Land Managemént S RE CE , VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3 St. . JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE
DIsTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

\

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’, The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’

for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. :
- - b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the

~ C.

uncertainties of the past.
' The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn”t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use -

-e.
-f.

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation _

project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a.

- b.
- C.

- d.

- €.

I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support:

Print name: 1)/ ok S Fewar- +

*Current Ranee Vegetation Management’.

Addless City. Zip: Prineville oR 97764 210 SE Sth APHF'L
Signed: _0)/ch S friemi— ' Date: |2 ~//— 03




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington | | JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3™ St. ‘ '
Prineville, Oregon 97754 - BLMPRNEVILE

DISTRICT :
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ' @ |
Public Comment Process ’ o

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over Hlstonc Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. . ' '
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. )
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and d1vers1hed ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
- project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
. works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.
2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. Ido not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. 4
. -b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain,
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. |

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Ranege Vegetation Management’.

Print name: A E/\/ L DA’N )= LSCD/V ‘
Address. City, Zip:__ [/ 350 SE DAUVES de /0 ﬂ?l/@‘(/ Ul7/€ 0/{
Signed: P\ z1rr X DBaieleor Dete /,,2////03 a5y




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

éTT: Tealnli’urrington | v AN T 4 2004
.>O~50. NEJ St. . " BLMPRNEVLE
Prineville, Oregon 97754 - msm:cr’L ’ 9%5

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Currént
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range over ‘Historic Ranwe
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management,

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. -

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

- activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

*~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f." Current range hasthe best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concems.

& -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is-mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best, It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept | do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
~ -b. How do I know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multlp]e use. and de-
emphasizes agr1cultura1 use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; :
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: Qe,wu \/-\oesm,u\)
Address. City, le 660D G ‘Perc,\,\ RCQ \Lﬁ‘f‘c\aot\)r\?t @Q Q?’ZGO

| Signed: o N Date:_{ 2- '«2‘3“ 65




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Eurrington , h ‘ JAN 1 4 2004
30.50 NE 37 St. - BLM PRINEVILLE
Prineville, Oregon 97754 DISTHICT

. . [
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. : \
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

I.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [tis the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the -
uncertainties of the past.

= ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

*~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

# =g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally demgnated reclamation
~project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy, That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt -in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphas1zes agncultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: E@IOU 'EO}PE/Q
Address. City, Zip: ShY NE. Aeel AVE .

5 Signedzw Date:_(Z, ZZ//S
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o RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management '

ATT: Teal Purrington | : | JAN 1 4 2004

3050 NE 3% St. ) BLM Py :
Prmevﬂle, Oregon 97754 B DISTSE;\#LLE @

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of*Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’

- for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- &, [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- - f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. A
# -g.TheB. L. M.. is managing public lands within a-federally deSIgnated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation ma.nagement is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. Ido not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. '
- -b. How do I know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before? -

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- . 'Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. -

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: @Mﬂ&) K)QUﬁé_
Address. City, Zip: @903 ﬁ,u ,@/77“45/& /85077&/70 OQ D72

| Signed: — Date: (L~ 25




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington '. JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3" St. ' .
Prineville, Oregon 97754 | DL PRNEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. M

“1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in-flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trymg to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- c¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with.other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that -
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

# - g-The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamanon
project area. The land within ‘thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned, This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best, It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

3

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support,

- a. Ido not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -Create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. '
. -b. How do I know if hlStOI‘]C range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcenent will
be necessary. ' ‘ _

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by resuits that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alterative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: TTYeys(” T N0 fe
Address. City, Zip:_1a32 /L), Kngtesyille bend o@ q770]
r Signed: ;/}/)ZQUP)?’ ¥ zaflofe Date: [&/QQ/QOOﬁ




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington | : JAN 14 2004
3050 NE 3% st ' . :
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BL%EQE:Y;LLE, 7

- RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft,
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. :

- 1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like hlstonc range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
* - ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use .
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
“~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetatlve concerns.

! ¢ -g.TheB.L.M.is managing public lands within a federally. des1gnated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This-
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best, It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
- -b. How do I know 1fhxstor1c range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetatlon Management

Print name: _\J @R, Dietomane 1/
Address. City, Zip:_ 6 %61 WW 595 4~ MMADFEAQN
| Signed: @/WMW{/;/ Date: D."Z.é 03




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management . | JAN 14 2004
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St, | ) | Bu\g %HINEVILLE
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ~ TRICT ”

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. ;
1,Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before -
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
*- ¢, Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
¢ . —g-The B. L. M.. is managing public landswithin a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. . This
project area is meant for hitman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
~ «b. How do [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to suppcrt;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Printname: /X)/Che lle [ erderney | .;
Address. City, Zip._Po_Borx 178 Terrebonne oR F2260
1 Signed: /75/://1///& /77&%\:‘—«7 Date: /'Z\— 2603




| RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Managemeﬁt

ATT: Teal Purrington ' : T JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 37 3t. BLM PRINEVILLE

Prineville, Oregon 97754 " DISTRIGT @

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon res1dent I would like to be on record as supportive of * Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over Hlstonc Range’
for several reasons.

1.Curent range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management,

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. '

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

*~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetanve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

# - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best, It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

\
i

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
- -b. How do I know if hlStOl‘lC range is the best choice when it's never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will |
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain,
- €. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
: ‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: 292(4. %D@J
Address. City, Zip: 7970 N é’m Pe=praonD, OT ?725“ &

| | Signed: 32% Date: /2./24/68
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RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington | JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3™ St. ' .
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BL%TQ%’;E;‘?‘LE ”

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of “Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. :

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
‘- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatnve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
# -g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands withina federally designated reclamation
. project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetatlon uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- . Historic range reduces public access, has bu11t-1n conflicts with multlple use. and de-
emphas1zes agr1cultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; ‘
Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: le '\¢,0u‘- <
Address./City, le Z'Luﬂ ﬁt\) Red g"‘ \@ 4/’“’“‘ A _JE ) s %
Signed:v AL . Date:_ | 2 - ZC o3

i SN S —




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington | JAN 14
3050 NE 3" St. . 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : , BLM PRINEVILLE

: ‘ , DISTRICT L/

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over *Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management,

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trymg to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

*~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and dwersmed ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concems.

« --g-The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
. -b. Howdo I know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt-m conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to su ort;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:

Address. City, Zipa. ~ 2

A e

4 x+"c@ ol G ns;f
Date:_ [T ~7 Zi})




Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St - | JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE
. . DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Résource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. '

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that ex1sted 50 years ag,o and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

# --g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy, That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that' will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation managernent is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support,

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. :

-b. How do I know if hlStOl‘lC range is the best choice when it's never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. " Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

" Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
' ‘Current Range Vegetation Management’,

Print- name: \/\} LS B AMA/Z
Address. City, Zip: Zb‘\?é /’/ML IQO 5( /\A OK
ll% /%%%’mn ~ | 'Date:Lj -2 0%
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« - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federaily designated reclamation
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| | RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management :

ATT: Teal Purrington | = JAN 14
3050 NE 3% St 004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ” © BLMPRINEVILLE ,,
' DISTRICT 7

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Hlstonc Range’. I support Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management,
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
- uncertainties of the past. :
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
*'e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and dlver51fled ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for htiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
~ past.
- -b. How do [ know if hlStOl‘lC range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred altemnative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: S Leoct R%@m
Address. Cngp 3223 Sus 4,/:4\/*««"‘/“”“"’(’ %W‘ﬂ o777
m’zfu r) Date:_| 1.~ 24 ~ &2
i ~
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Bureau of Land Management , | | RE CE IVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3™ St. : .
Prineville, Oregon 97754 B JAN 142004 g

' ' | BLM PRINEVILLE e
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. _ DiSTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’, The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. '

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

- activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

*~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

# - g The B+ M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within‘this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

i

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s-efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

. past. :

- b. How do [ know if hlStOr]C range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

. - ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- ¢. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; .
‘Current Range Vegetation Management”.

‘Print name; 5‘711544/&»2/\ 71' g/\ ,v,7l’ﬂ/l/' .
Address. Cny ip 2927 S W/ gcu_ﬂ@LfZ 41// 97704
. Signed: _ KA/\Z-’ Date: /2 -2 ‘/wﬂj




Bureau of Land Management , RE CE IVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. . JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 /
‘ _ : BLM PRINEVILLE
' ‘ DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L..M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range™
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management,
- - a. [tis the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. :

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

.‘ prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

' & - g TheB. L. M. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This.
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is andther key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- create the vegetation-uncertainties of the
past.
. -b. How do [ know if hlstonc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. :
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management".

Print name: Curtis 7l Resgri

- Address. City, Zip: AL praaRisons RO - UrouBRsrl Pzaa;{, ey dgYLE
, Signed: ém,_ypf- S\ P Date:__/2-26 ~uz_




Bureaﬁ of Lan;i Managemenf , B RE CE IVE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St. . JAN 14 2004 '
Prineville, Oregon 97754 H
| * BLMPRINEVILLE =

DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

‘As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over. ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. '

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
. uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetatlon conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
* activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. ‘
¢ -g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within 'thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for htiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

i
!
/

2. Historic range vegetation management is anew and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. I do not support the B. L M..’s efforts to re- -create the Vegetanon uncertainties of the

past.
. -b. How do [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

‘Current Range Vegetation Management®.

Print n.ame g/f' // /\/// 50 ,\/

- Address. City, Zip: ?,Zé JU d 7‘#571/
ﬁ&»\ Date:/fQ’Z 7"&3
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Bureau of Land Management ‘ ' | RE C EIVE D

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3™ St.

Prineville, Oregon 97754 | JAN 1 4 2004 )79
' | c BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - DIsTRICT

Public Comment Process .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘“Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it's built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isrt very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- €. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B.L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally demgnated reclamation’
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a.-I do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
 past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; :
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: ;@m/) . Le /JQ 29U & O » '
Address:éity, Zip: l7"7 s gl @/P.ﬁ/ © e , %4 WE/J/// 2 /OLO £ 7725 &
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| Bureau of Land Management , A :
ATT: Teal Purrington R EC EIVED
3050 NE .34 St,

Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 14 2004
: BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft., ' DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident [ would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘“Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. |
- - ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
-~ g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
- project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation manageinent is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. 1 do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: }/ﬂ“}h\/ \A}P pr , I’W f/m )\/ p |
‘Address, City, Z1p. 02%/ S 8’ / um (:’(}/ //Cﬁlg CZ 775'7’
' [ ' U Date. IZ R~073

Signed:




Bureau of Land Management ‘ ‘ ' RECE!VED

ATT: Teal Purrington :
3050 NE 3" St, JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

- DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.-

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- - d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. '

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation -
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. Ido not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. :

- b. How do T know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.,

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with mu1t1ple use. and de-
emphasizes agucultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
"Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: \j C/,S‘“Lc‘il I/L(o,z/:.‘ (' ”\\ : _ _ ) |
. Address, City, Zip: / 7 57 S /f; &'u [‘;V)/,, ﬂywa {\/ P /_‘z'?—tm‘ 4 éf an N Y
St Date: /2—/2-T3

Signed:




Bureau of Land Management | RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3™ St. | - JAN 14 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. '

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isr’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. |

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. Ido not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and unceltaln

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bu11t-1n conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
"Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: 4\/ % 4/ /Cﬂ R@S’Oﬂ
Address. C1Z Zip: ///5,;\7,2 S£ caﬂ% Pf'WW//lf OZ 97756/

Date: L7- /773

Signed;




Bureau of Land Management - | : RECE, VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3™ St, - JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 - : ' :

BLM PRINEVILLE

' D
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ISTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

- Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over “Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that ex1sted 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. o

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- . Current range has the best chance of creating a nealthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. A

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: A4 g5 S (12 nC
Address, City, Zip:_[2C { N ‘5 [114
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Bureau of Land Management _ - RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3" St. . | JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754
. | BLM PRINEVILLE ]
DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ©

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current-

Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’

for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. :
-.c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetanve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
. prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
' i -g TheB.L. M. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
‘ project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past, ‘ :
. -b. How do [ know if hlstonc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management .

Print name: (1l fudso |
Address. City, Zip:___ 644 A) Crune | Blyel -
. Signed: Wx&&( e M Date;_ £2/2¢ /y 3




Bureau of Land Management o | RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington - - ‘ ' o
3050 NE 3" St. | ) JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over Hxstorxc Range’
for several reasons.

. 1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. '

*~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

‘ prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

! ¢ -g TheB. L. M. is managing public lands within a federally designated rec[amatlon
project area. The land within ‘this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetatlon uncertainties of the

past.
. =-b. How do I know if hlStOI‘]C range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain,

- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with' multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. : ’

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
: ‘Current Range Vegetation Management

Pnnt name: Kp,\//h Lostes” -
Address. City, Zip:_6¢Y7 W/ Hu> 97 'ILbff'-ebonﬁL CW\

, Signed: Koi/in Fostel” - ___ Dae:)a-2%a




Bureau of Lana Management | o | | HECEIVE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. S . ANT4200 o .
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE
- : l DISTRICT ‘

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’, The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Ranwe
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to.a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. :

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

¢ - g.The B. =M is:managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within ‘thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best, It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

|
i

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.
-- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
. = b. How do [ know if hlStOl‘lC range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces pubhc access, has buﬂt-ln conflicts with multiple use.-and de-
emphasizes agrwultural use

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
- ‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

| Print name: @lf 4 &/ / ﬁwé/ <

Address City, Zip: /_365’5“ S Aerth R /?o/ C/@ é 0/@ G740
Loed s Date:_/2~2 Y73

| Slgned.




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Managemerit‘

ATT: Teal Purrington - | ' | JAN 14 2004
3050 NE 3% St. - ' ' , ‘

. . - - BLMP -
Prineville, Oregon 97754 | D,SRT";E@-LE .

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Rang,e
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. . '

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

*- e. Current range works the best with our ¢urrent and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
-prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

«- - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future. _

2. Historic range vegetation managément is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. :
. -b. How do [ know if hlStO.l‘lC range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more -expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

»

‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

‘Prm‘r nm, \%\‘G)VRVZ

‘..Address. City,' i %Dl\ @,\/\a\%tv*w\:fo;p\ Cm Q’DQQ@ v



Bureau of Land Management o | RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington | '
3050 NE 3% St. | C JAN 142004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’, I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
" -a.ltis the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. ‘
# -g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within-a federally designated reclamation
: project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support..
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
. -b. How do [ know if hlStOI‘lC range is the best choice when it’s never been used befone
- ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. -
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
© -¢. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: | .:EFM U)Llé@»l/\ ' :
Address. City, Zip:_ [,%(> Ne. N x - ey 5§0
| Signed: (}Q//\, uuél\/\/” Date: /Z "'Z// 0% |




Bureau of Land Management . , RECE|VED

ATT: Teal Purrington . '

3050 NE 3" St. | | JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE
' _ DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’, The preferred alternative B,L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a, [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 15 0 years ag,o and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

*- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

& =g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain coneept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
. -b. Howdo [ know if hxstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

~d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain,

- e.’ Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

- Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

‘Current Range Vegetation Management”.

| Print name: j}(z N /'(N \§0

Address. City, Zipi_ 1587 /W [T shreed 37760 Temebonne DR
Signed: j@m M{my\, ~ Date: /Q/;L//OB




RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management |

ATT: Teal Purrington i - JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3™ St. : . 4
. . . BLM PRINEVILLE
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : DISTRICT %b [/9 O

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Pubhc Comment Process

Asa concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. ‘
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and-before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
.- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
¢ - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will dccur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support,

- a. [do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. . :

- b. How do [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to xmplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support:

H

‘Current Range Vege’tation Management”. o

Print name: ﬁ ﬂ/f’M /”a -
Address.‘ ip: ﬁ 3 3 PlbﬁfUJOO J-S Dﬁ %G(/\J 97 /02—
Signed: \& A Mﬂﬁ m&y Date:_(7 124/03 _

.vr'



Bureau of Land Management ' o , RECE'VED
ATT: Teal Purrington ' \
3050 NE 3¢ St. - . JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

: , ' DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process\

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over “‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [tis the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. S
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 yéars ago and before
~is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use |
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatxve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
' prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. |
i -g. The B. L. M.. ismanaging public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within ‘thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
~ project area is meant for hitman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetatlon uncertainties of the

past.
. -b. How do [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. ’ :

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- ¢. 'Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to su ort;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management”.

y,
Print name: / /

Address. City, Zip: s v //)WJC?TH S ;éi Pﬁgé@"/ﬂp

| Signed: W%\AB %///////7 Date: 4424 y?%ké?%

7



RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St. ~ AN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' - BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range®
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetanve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

# =g The B.L.M.. is managing public lands within-a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

;
b
!

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept | do not support.
- a. I'do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
- b. How do I know if h1stor1c range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe to 1mplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. .
.- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
~ emphasizes agricultural use. :

Please amend the m'eferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: \LC,UHG ﬂ\)@%h
Address. City, Zip: IO WO OHIN s 40 Zeg ey  OR. Ormfota
| Signed: XMW " Date: |Z ——2,'-/(/023




| - RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington | JAN 14 2004
3050 NE 3™ St '

Prineville, Oregon 97754 , ) BLA:'D';SF“r'gE;\gLLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft
Public'Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over HlStOI‘lC Range’
for several reasons. :

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
~ -a.[tis the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
- uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. . ,
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
¢ - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally-designated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiitman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.
2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept | do not support.
~ - a. ['do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
- b."How do I know if hxstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain,
- ¢. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management

Print name: /7%:[7/‘ >a.\La A __

Address. City, Zip: 3¢50 {(U\)J votindd LUZ\_\ \Z& Croahed Rives P\aﬁg,b\ O A27¢0
, Signed: /4 ' ux//g ).NZV Date: /R -24-03




Bureau of Lana Managément . , | RE CE'VED

ATT: Teal Purrington - ‘ ' 4

5050 NE 3% St | ) JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PH;NEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

- formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. :

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatxve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

! % -g The B.L.M. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future. —

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the .

past.
. - b. How do I know 1fhxstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to 1mplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: ‘j/jévm / A/\CL@‘/\

Address. City, Zip:__» 5@4 C /2(9@///14 67”1 &7’“
| Signes //L; Dol om 13240
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RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St _ - JANT 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 — . BLM PRINEVILLE e
‘ DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’

~ for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. -

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. -

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

4 - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
. =b. How do [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.
-d. Those greater expenses cannot be Justxﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- ¢. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
( emphasizes agricultural use. '

Pléase amend the preferred alternative to support:

H

‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

‘Print name: C/@VIGL p{)ok

Address. City, le ; ”;~ S 5@61 /\/ "\} 14 GL ,2(0/}"’10/’16{ D/z
o Date:_/[7 24 03
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- RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Managernent Draft.

Bureau of Land Management , | RECEIVED
ATT: Teal Purrington '

3050 NE 3" St. | . JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 . o

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’, The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

“ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatxve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

# -g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. : . '

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before? -

- ¢. Historic range w111 be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; ~
' ‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: 3—()ém AVLO(!! (Somn
Address. City, Zip: bz g M/ L//% 57’ ﬁzﬁo/mamo/ 0K 9% {

Signed: /7@/’2// . Date: / &-~2 %0 [




Bureau of Lana Management ' RECE IVED

ATT: Teal Purrington : - '
3050 NE 3% St. ‘ | JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE

. | DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
~ uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
¢ - g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

|

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept | do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- -b. Howdo [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. :

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management”.

Print name: b@?'? ) laded /’ <28

- Address. City, Zipy £940 {XLU ;% Jeey /é/ljrbébma_
ﬁ?/w Date: /Z/Z 7/63

Signed:

}




Bureau of Land Management | RECEEVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3¢ st. ) JAN 1 4 2004 ’
Prineville, Oregon 97754 } BLM PRINEVILLE % M
: | DISTRICT |

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current -
Range Vegetation Management’, The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. '

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation condltlons that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatxve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

< -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area, The land within thi reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation ma.nagement is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support,

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- -b. Howdo I know lthStOI‘lC range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the referred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: //M /TS@/
Address Clty Zip:_ny 4//4/ C’dl/fm'{’/ﬁ

Signed: %Z’;/ | Date: 2 =443
e |




Bureau of Land Management , ’ RECEIVED
ATT Teal Purrin on : |
Prmev111e Oregon 97754 '

" BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process .

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

. formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’

for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trymg, to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. . \
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. ,
~ e. Current range ' works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concermns.

R -\ The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
‘project area.” The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiuman development and occupancy. That is another key -

. reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support

- a. ['do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamnes of the
' past. .
. -b. How do [ know if h1stor1c range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to 1mplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. :

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; -
. ‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: /712/3F/?V b C%)?I‘STEWS:EN
Address. City, Zip,_ 4% N 5/"* /?/fq/ﬁa/yj gy 5 £

. Signed: /éf/»&/% 2//4 7 i s Date: {9/27/ 23



Bureau of Land Management

RECEIVED
. ATT: Teal Purrington ' .
3050NE3MSt. - JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 : '  BLMPRINEVILLE
' . DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. : :

N

1.Current range is the B.L.M.s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
“ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve condmons
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
: prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
' 4 -g. TheB. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated-reclamation
project area. The land within ‘thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned, This
. project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future. -

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. Ido not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do [ know if hlstonc range is the best choice when it’snever been used befoxe

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary, :

- d. . Those greater expenses cannot be Justlﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- €. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; :
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.
Print name: C O] T0Nn _ JVer terey
Address. City, Zip:__Po ex 178 Jwrre tounme O §L G770

Signed: C{j// * T ﬁﬂ«?& :’G Date: / 2-7267073




